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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance of the current application are requested. No new matter 
has been added. 

Rejections under 35 USC S 102 

Claims 1-20 stand rejected under § 102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by Ransom et al. 
(hereinafter "Ransom", US Patent Publication 2005/01 38432A1). This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. For a rejection to be proper under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), the Office is required to make a 
prima facie showing that each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, either 
expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference. [MPEP §2131 quoting from 
Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 63 1, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. 
Cir. 1987).] 

Claim 1 is directed to a framework for communicating between a central message 
exchange server and one or more heterogeneous external data sources. Claim 1 recites "an 
adapter engine comprising one or more adapters, wherein each adapter is configured to connect, 
via messaging, an external data source operating using a native message format and the central 
message exchange server using an extensible markup language (XML) messaging fomiat," 
Accordingly, each adapter adapts a native message format to the XML message format. 

Ransom teaches a system and method for routing power management for an electrical 
power distribution system via an XML firewall. None of the paragraphs cited by the Office 
(0058, 0063, 0075 and 0080) teach adapted one message format to another. 

Paragraph 0058 of Ransom, for example, discusses communication applications that 
support a variety of standard network communication protocols, which are the technical rules for 
exchanging information between computers that host the applications. Nothing in paragraph 
0058 teaches message format per se. 

Paragraph 0063 discusses backend servers that execute software application counterparts 
to the application clients, i.e. using the same protocols, and not a message format adapter as 
recited by claim 1. 

Paragraph 0075 discusses email servers such as a Microsoft Exchange Server or Biztalk 

framework, and how a utility may use those servers for power management. Applicant is 

perplexed about the applicability of this paragraph to claim 1 . Finally paragraph 0080 is a 

lengthy discourse about the standard TCP/IP protocol suite and its functionality, particularly as 
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that protocol stack is used and *^known in the art (emphasis added). 

Nothing in Ransom or the cited paragraphs teaches an adapter engine comprising one or 
more adapters, where each adapter is configured to connect, via messaging, an external data 
source operating using a native message format and the central message exchange server using 
an extensible markup language (XML) messaging format. Accordingly, the rejection of claim 1 
over Ransom should be withdrawn. 

The rejection of claims 2-13 siiffer from the same ambiguities as the rejection of claim 1, 
that the teachings of the referenced paragraphs do not anticipate the subject matter of the claims. 
Further, claims 2-1 3 are allowable at least for their dependence on claim 1 . 

Claim 14 is directed to a method for communicating between a central message exchange 
server and one or more heterogeneous external data sources. Claim 14 recites, in part, 
"instantiating an adapter based on a message format used by the external data source, wherein 
the message format is non-compliant with an extensible markup language protocol used by the 
central message exchange server.** 

The rejection asserts that paragraph 0058 and 0080 teach these features. Applicant 
respectfully traverses. As pointed out above, paragraph 0058 of Ransom discloses a number of 
standard network communication protocols that can be used by clients in a communications 
network. Paragraph 0058 discusses these standard protocols as an exclusively-used protocol 
across the communications network, rather than external data sources using different message 
formats that are non-compliant with XML. Paragraph 0080 discusses the TCP/IP protocol stack, 
not message formats used by different external data sources. Thus, Ransom does not anticipate 
claim 14. 

Claim 14 flirther recites the method including ''connecting the external data source to the 
central message exchange server via the adapter." Neither cited paragraph, 0063 or 0075, of 
Ransom teach an adapter that connects the extemal data source to a central message exchange 
server. Specifically, paragraph 0075 of Ransom teaches a framework for using XML messages 
to integrate software components or programs (para. 0075, lines 15-16), however fails to teach 
an adapter to connect an extemal data source where the data source uses a message format that is 
non-compliant with XML. 

In fact, nowhere does Ransom teach or suggest an adapter or adapter framework for 
connecting extemal data sources using different message formats to a central message exchange 
server using XML. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests the rejection be withdrawn. 
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Claims 15-19 are allowable at least for their dependence on independent claim 14. 

The rejection of claim 20 fails for the reasons set forth above with respect to claims 1 and 
14, and further because Ransom fails to teach or suggest an adapter that mcludes an inbound 
adapter configured to receive data from the external data source and send the data in a message 
to the central message exchange server, and an outbound adapter configured to receive data m a 
message from the central message exchange server and send the data to the external data source" 
as recited by claim 20. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully asserts that claim 20 is not 
anticipated by Ransom. 

In closing, no valid prima facie case for anticipation of the pending claims can be 
established based on the disclosure of Ransom. Prompt withdrawal of the pending rejections is 
therefore respectfully submitted. 

This Rejection Also Violates 35 USC $ 132 and is Improper 
in light of the above arguments, it is further respectfully submitted that the current 
rejection violates 35 USC § 132 and is, thus, improper because the explanation the Office 
provides lacks sufficient specificity. The rejection simply restates each pending claim and 
provides a blanket statement of rejection, with the only reference being paragraph numbers to 
alleged relevant paragraphs of Ransom. Simply stating that the claims are anticipated according 
to non-specific sections of entire paragraphs does not provide sufficient notice to Applicant, nor 
does it serve to advance prosecution of the current subject matter. Thus, the Applicant 
respectfully submits that the rejection violates 35 USC § 132 and is, therefore, improper. 
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that this rejection be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 



It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed in this paper However, 
failure to address a specific rejection, issue or comment, does not signiiy agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above 
are not intended to be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending 
claims (or other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be 
construed as an intent to concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated 
in this paper, and the amendment of any claim does not necessarily signify concession of 
unpatentability of the claim prior to its amendment. 

On the basis of the foregoing amendments. Applicants respectfully submit that the 
pending claims are in condition for allowance. If there are any questions regarding these 
amendments and remarks, the Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned at the 
telephone number provided below. No fee is believed to be due, however, the Commissioner is 
hereby authorized to charge any fees that may be due, or credit any oveq}ayment of same, to 
Deposit Account No. 50-03 11, Reference No. 34874-064.UTIL/2003P00268US. 
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Respectfully submitted, 



Date: August 13,2007 
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